Boosting, an authorial commitment, and hedging, a authorial mitigating, are two issues interconnected one another with a gaining importance in the last decades (for detail see Gillaerts & Velde, 2010) . However, boosting has remained as an issue needing to be studied from different aspects; for instance, cross-linguistic, cross-disciplinary, cross-cultural or comparative while hedging gains a great deal of attention from researchers. The purpose of the present study is to investigate the corpora in terms of statistical inclusion of certainty markers in the research articles written in English by Turkish, Japanese and Anglophonic authors, and then to explain the results obtained through statistical tests in the sense of linguistic and cultural factors. A corpus of total 60 research articles written by 20 Anglophonic authors, 20 Japanese authors, and 20 Turkish authors of English constituted the data for the present study. The data were scanned by researchers of the present study. Having completed the scanning, the words functioning as boosters were categorized in line with the taxonomy created for the present study. Then, the total certainty markers for each group of scholars were calculated and analyzed through ANOVA test. The test results provided whether there were any statistically significant differences among the groups in terms of including boosters in the research papers. Furthermore, the present study formed a boosting list as a result of dictionary scanning, which may be a reference for further studies, and the most and the least used boosters of authors were gathered in the tables.
Furthermore, the studies in the literature show that they were conducted by analysing surface linguistic features of boosters but not other factors that could be important like cross-cultural. Indeterminate knowledge on cross-cultural factors as regards boosting makes it needy to investigate the issue in-depth on whether the culture of the author, as well as surface linguistic features, has any effect on the use of intensity markers in his/her writings.
The present study aims to investigate three types of authors namely from Japan, Turkey and Anglophonic countries. Thanks to the present study, cross-cultural impacts on employing boosters and linguistic differences on the preference of boosting devices will be determined through a series of literature scanning and statistical tests. At the end, some window on boosting tendencies of Anglophonic, Japanese, and Turkish writers is going to be provided.
Further Rationale for Research into Boosting
Boosting may be thought as the illocutionary force of speech, so may be treated under indirect speech acts of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) , as stated by Holmes (1984, p. 347) , modifying the illocutionary force of speech acts involves increasing or decreasing the strength with which the illocutionary point is presented''. The commitment in the illocutionary force may give rise to the perlocutionary act by contributing to the effect of the discourse; that it, to have a concrete impact on the stockholder.
Another issue that needs to be investigated is the scale of boosting in academic texts. Now that commitment has a positive effect on conviction of the reader on the discussed issue of the text; the more the producer employs boosting devices in his/her texts the higher acceptability level she or he is going to reach. That straightforward logic does not make sense at all. So what we know, as stated by Hyland (1998b) , is that there needs to be an equilibrium concerning the amount of use of boosting devices in academic texts. Through overusing intensity markers, it is possible to create a counter-effect with the reader and reduce the credibility of the statements because much evidence would be needed to cover too assertive or challenging stances.
A research conducted by Kaplan (1976) indicated that the use of metadiscourses, particularly intensity markers, in texts varies across one language and culture to another. That is to say, metadiscourses like hedging and boosting in a language and culture are not tantamount to the one in another language and culture. So, a study conducted among a particular culture would only provide a unique result for the context it was studied in, and would not be generalizable to other contexts; therefore metadiscoursal devices should be unravelled with a distinct research for each culture and language.
The reviewed linguistic literature shows the close relation between hedges and boosters. Many studies regard the issue bivious as hedging and boosting (for example see Hyland, 2000; Vassileva, 2001; Alward, Mooi, & Bidin, 2012; Uysal, 2014) . Furthermore, although there exist some studies only conducted on hedging (e.g. Crompton, 1997; Lewin, 2005; Nivales, 2011; Yang, 2013) , it is difficult to encounter any study focusing on only boosting (for exceptions see Wee, 2004; Peacock, 2006; Dobakhti, 2013) . The matter with studying hedging and boosting together is that boosting is usually underestimated because of the hefty importance paid to hedging devices. That results in parsimonious account of boosting in bilateral studies which included both hedging and boosting. Consequently, a study focusing on only boosting will be of great importance in providing some leeway data for the linguistic literature, and get kudo from those who brace for a research bond with boosting.
Literature Review
Boosters, despite paucity of studies, have been investigated by researchers through different analyses depending on myriad features of them. The linguistics literature proves that the majority of the existent studies focussed on cross-disciplinary bases of boosting devices. One example for this belongs to Peacock (2006) who had a cross comparative research of six academic disciplines. For him, Language and Linguistics had the highest proportion of boosting devices with 10.98 per 1000 words when compared to other social science disciplines. Another study (Vázquez & Giner, 2009 ) aimed a similar purpose by changing the data source, and found that intensifiers are used by scholars in Biology and Mechanical Engineering well enough but not as much as in Marketing. The question of whether soft sciences or hard sciences include boosters more has allured to some scholars (Khedri, Ebrahimi, & Heng, 2013) , and their results suggested that emphatics are required in soft sciences more than in hard sciences.
Besides cross-disciplinary studies, the literature provides us with comparative studies which compared native and non-native writers of English. Vassivela (2001) found that Bulgarian English authors employ boosting devices more than native writers of English, especially in discussion parts of their writings. Accordingly, a study (Chen, 2012) conducted with Chinese English writers produced an exact similar result, and showed that native writers' texts included stronger assertions and more certainty markers than those of EFL Chinese university students'. In contrast to the both studies indicated above, some scholars (Yazdani, Sharifi, & Elyassi, 2014) , who investigated boosters in media articles, did not mention about any statistically significant difference between American and Persian news articles in terms of boosting frequency. Another study (Kobayashi, 2009 ) which aimed to detect whether Japanese EFL learners or native writers of English included boosters in their texts revealed that Japanese EFL learners were at the lack of lexical variations of boosting devices. Since meta-discourse factors like boosting embedded themselves in culture-specific situations, hence are differential issues according to cultures, they should be studied by keeping the cultural factors in the picture. That is, studies aiming the same purpose will not provide the same results in the contexts in which they are investigated. Therefore, the indeterminacy of studies as regards boosting devices can easily be understood better from the literature if examined thoroughly.
Cross-linguistic studies are existent in the literature as well. One of the earliest cross-linguistic studies (Cmejrkova, 1996) found that Czech linguist writers of English are more detached, and use more tentative language when compared to the native writers of English. Accordingly, Chinese students are claimed to be more assertive in their L1 writings than L2 English writings (Kim & Suh, 2014) . So it seems that the same author may change his/her writing style in terms of metadiscoursal devices depending on the language he or she prefers to use.
On the other hand, some researchers investigated organizational distributions of emphatics over the paper. For example, in a study (Gillaerts & Velde, 2010 ) the data of which consisted of only research article abstracts showed that abstracts have more affinity with intensity markers when compared to hedging. However there are studies which suggested that discussion and conclusion parts included boosting much more when compared other parts of an article (e.g., Salek, 2014) . While some studies prefered to study organizational distributions of boosting, some others prefered to study whether there could be any differences in boosting in terms of researh design of the papers. In that sense, empirical and non-empirical academic articles were gleaned and examined by Hu and Cao (2011) . Another study (Dobakhti, 2013 ) divided its data not as empirical and non-empirical but as qualitative and quantitative. Furthermore, it is possible to encounter with a variety of studies conducted on boosting through different aims and data gatherings. For example, Holmes (1990) made a gender analysis in terms of using boosting while Kondowe (2014) studied only doctoral students writings', and Aull and Lancester (2014) bachelor students' writings.
As stated so far, linguistics literature conflates varied studies on boosting studies under many guises. Whilst some of them underscore the importance of cross-linguistic differences, the others point out the similarities and differences in employing boosting in the manuscripts of native English writers and non-native English writers. Moreover, there are studies aiming to detect pragmatic usage of boosters in disparate academic disciplines; to what extent they bear resemblance and at what points they differ from one another. As last, it is possible to take on studies challenging the use of emphatics in academic texts. Though there seems a spurt in the number of metadiscoursal studies which have a purpose of eliciting their pragmatic or contextual functions in academic writings, the high majority of the studies in the literature preclude, or at least overlook, the possible effect of culture in employing emphatics. While studies grapple with statistical and linguistic factor to able to reach a reasonable result, the corollary may lie under certain culture-based rationales. So, if it will not be too assertive to say, the parochial studies in the literature presage the present study to investigate the issue from a different perspective that other studies failed to notice.
Research Aim and Questions
The purpose of the present study is two-folded. The first is to investigate the corpora consisting of 60 research papers on ELT in terms of statistical including of certainty markers in the English writings of Turkish, Japanese and Anglophonic writers. The second is to explain the results obtained through statistical tests in the sense of cultural factors. Specifically, research questions are as follows: 1) What are the most common certainty markers that the three groups of writers, namely Turkish, Japanese, and Anglophonic, employed in their writings?
2) Are there any statistically significant differences between Anglophonic, Japanese and Turkish authors in terms of booster productivity and booster variety?
Methodology

Corpora
A corpus of total 60 research articles (RAs) written by 20 Anglophonic authors, 20 Japanese authors, and 20 Turkish authors of English constituted the data for the present study. Three groups of writers were chosen for three reasons: (i) there are very few studies conducted to investigate boosting devices employed in RAs particularly of Japanese and Turkish writers of English; (ii) there seem no studies investigating these particular three groups of writers who bear different cultural background; (iii) Japanese represent for far-east communities while Anglophonic authors represent for west communities. Turkey's geographical position gives it to be a west community as well as an east community, which may be considered as a culture bridge between east and west. Therefore, Turkey is a country carrying the characteristics of west as well as east. The RAs were gleaned randomly from leading journals on ELT. Again, only RAs written on ELT subjects were compiled for two reasons: (i) hedging and other features of opinion positioning, like boosting, are said to differ across disciplines . (ii) non-native writers of other disciplines, namely Japanese and Turkish, could get professional English help while writing their articles, which might debase both reliability and validity of the research aim. RAs published after 2005 were gathered in order to see synchronical variations on the use of boosting. The corpora are consisted of 260901 words in total. The figure covers only the main parts of the articles, and excludes titles, abstracts, acknowledgements, references and appendices. It was tried to compile the corpora from equi-length RAs so as not to lead any reliability concern (see Table 1 ). Verification about author nativeness was not ensured by contacting them. Authors' status of nationality was presumed based on their names or nationalities. In RAs where more than one scholar is involved, the corresponding author or the first author in the affiliation was regarded as the writer of RA, hence the nationality of the first or corresponding author determined the status of nativeness of all others. As seen from the table one, Japanese writers are at the first rank in using vocabulary diversity, followed by Anglophonic writers. As last, it is seen that Turkish writers are behind of both Japanese and Anglophonic writers in terms of word number.
Data Analysis and Procedure
It is possible to categorize the boosting devices into different categories. That has given rise to diverse taxonomies for categorization of boosters. The present study will examine the corpora based on four main categories as follows:
1. Modal auxiliaries: must, will...
2.
Epistemic lexical verbs: demonstrate, show, find...
Epistemic adjectives:
rigorous, superior, undeniable...
Epistemic adverbs: actually, always, clearly...
There are different software PC-based programs which calculate the number of words in a .txt files. Through one of the known concordance software programs, the total word count was calculated and given in the table 1. However it is absolutely necessary to make a scanning of the corpora by the researchers in order to detect the semantic case of the words in that a concordance program only gives the statistical information about the words but not semantic or pragmatic. Further to say, a modal auxiliary word 'will' would not function as a boosting device in every sentence it was used. For example, in a sentence 'Now, we will interpret the results', 'will' does not have a function of certainty marker, but a 'tense case'. More, it is rather possible and common to see an epistemic lexical verb functioning not as a booster for conviction, strong commitment or high value, but a lexicographic meaning concentrated only on the action. For instance, the case of 'find' in 'Our results find the best solution for the matter' can be considered as a intensity markers while in the sentence 'Our results find two ways of getting rid of…' cannot be. So, in order to ensure the boosting function of the words, a semantic and pragmatic scanning of the papers is required to find out whether the words in the text have a role of boosting or not. Another important thing with the data analysis is that only boosters the writers of the papers used were
International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 5, No. 4; included in the analysis. For example, the references that the writers did as in "one longitudinal study found that vocabulary is..." were not considered as the discoursal markers of the writers own, so excluded from the data. Before categorization of the boosters, an advance dictionary was scanned and a boosting list was made (see Appendix A).
Having completed the scanning, the words functioning as boosters were categorized in line with the taxonomy stated above. Second, the total certainty markers for each group of scholars were calculated and analyzed through SPSS program by employing ANOVA test. The test results provided whether there were any statistically significant differences among the groups in terms of including boosters in the published papers. Then, how many boosters for each category, lexical booster variety, the authors used was calculated. As last, it was aimed to provide some explanations through the literature in order to elicit the possible differences among the groups.
Inter-Rater and Intra-Rater Reliability
In order to validate the analysis, both inter-and intra-rater agreement were tested. Two raters consisted of the researchers of the present study worked as the raters in evaluating the corpora. The first rater has a PhD degree in ELT, and has been on duty for over 30 years. As regards the second rater, he has an MA degree on ELT, and has been an instructor on duty at a university for 6 years. The boosting list was given to both raters, and required them to categorize the boosters in the corpora accordingly. To maintain consistency in scoring and to minimize any bias a rater could develop, each rater independently categorized and checked the entire count of boosting devices tied up to a certain evaluation criteria separated into four as 'modal auxiliary, epistemic lexical verb, epistemic adjectives & adverbs, and miscellaneous' (given in Appendix A). Inter-rater agreement measured through Cohen's kappa in terms of how the corpora were examined; and the result was .82, which equals to not perfect agreement but substantial. So, it can be said that there existed a correlation or homogeneity between the raters in terms of categorizing the boosters. The intra-rater analysis was made by re-checking the results in detail (every certainty makers which were detected in the corpora) ten weeks after the initial analysis. The intra-rater test yielded a statistical result of .92 percent.
Results
Overall Distribution
Having scanned the corpora, the researcher noted down all the boosters used in the academic text of three groups of authors (see Appendices B, C, and D). According to the analysis results given in the figure 1; Vol. 5, No. 4; for the smallest percentage of all boosting types. As seen in the figure 1, all author groups used modal boosters least.
Concerning the total figures, it is understood from the figure 1 that Japanese authors take the lead with 639 boosters, which is followed by Anglophonic authors, 594. Turkish authors bring up the rear with 511 boosters in total. On the other hand, regarding categorical boosters in total, it is seen that adverbial boosters with 515 in total lead the way, which is followed by adjectival boosters, verbal boosters and modal boosters, respectively; 461, 444, and 324. Furthermore, Anglophonic and Japanese authors employed adverbial boosters in their RAs at most, meanwhile Turkish authors had a tendency of using verbal boosters.
Modal Auxiliaries
A one-way ANOVA was utilized to investigate the effect of author nationality (Anglophonic, Japanese, and Turkish) on modal auxiliary boosters. Specifically to provide explanation, Anglophonic authors used 'need to' 40 times in their texts while only 9 times 'have/has to'. So, the use of 'need to' made up almost a third of all modal boosters. The first three in the rank are consisted of 'need to', 'will' and 'must', respectively; 40, 30, and 29 (for detail see Appendix B). The results show a difference between Anglophonic and Japanese authors in terms of modal booster preferences. Japanese authors place 'will' to the top rank with 38 times, which is followed by 'need to' 30 times and 'must' 20 times. Different from Anglophonic authors, Japanese authors used 'be to+infinitive' only 3 times, which placed them in the rank of least preferred modal boosters (for detail see Appendix C). Consonant with Japanese authors, Turkish authors included 'will' 44 times in their RAs. It is followed by 'have/has to' and 'must'; 24 and 23 times (for detail see Appendix D). Again similar to Japanese authors, Turkish authors employed 'be to+infinitive' boosting devices only 2 times, which is the minimum figure for all author groups. Briefly, it can be said that while Japanese and Turkish authors have a tendency of not using 'be to+infinitive' in their writings, Anglophonic authors avoid using 'have/has to', which are the boosters preferred highly by Turkish authors.
Epistemic Lexical Verbs
Germane to the effect of author nationality on epistemic verbs functioning as boosters, the results did not show a statistically significant difference among three groups of authors (F(2,57)=1,844, p>.05) regarding epistemic verbs functioning as boosters. So, it can be concluded that there is not a statistically significant relationship between authors in terms of booster using.
Statistical test results informed us about the similarity among all groups in terms of using epistemic lexical verbs. Although there does not exist a statistically significant difference among the authors, their preference and frequency of verbal boosters changed. Regarding Anglophonic authors, the verb 'show' made up almost half of the verbal boosters with 85 times. Then, 'find' and 'establish' verbal boosters come; respectively 20 and 16. The verbal boosters 'guarantee' and 'essentialise' come at the most back with a number of one. The first rank and distribution in the writings of Japanese authors showed difference. Japanese authors preferred to use 'find' but not 'show' with a figure of 41. 'find' is followed by 'show' 39 times and 'demonstrate' 35 times. Different from Anglophonic authors, Japanese author did not use the verb 'essentialise', and used 'guarantee' three times, which did not make it the least. Three verbal boosters are at the very last with one time usage, they are: enhance, ascertain, and assure. Again the verb 'show' comes forward as the most used verbal boosters in the RAs of Turkish authors. It was used 55 times, which made up almost a third of all epistemic lexical verbs. 'show' is followed by 'find' 50 times, and 'determine' 21 times. The least used two verbal boosters are 'prove' and 'assure'; both two times. The result put forth that while Anglophonic and Turkish authors used the verbal booster 'show' at most, Japanese authors used 'find'.
Epistemic Adjectives
Statistical tests pertaining to epistemic adjectival boosters and author groups yielded a statistically significant difference among three groups of authors (F(2,57)=17,422, p<.001) regarding epistemic adjective boosters. Therefore, to determine where the difference is, post hoc test was run. According to post hoc results, two pairs were found to have a statistically significant difference with respect to epistemic adjective boosters: Japanese 
Epistemic adverbs
The effect of author nationality on epistemic adverb boosters was investigated and the findings provided a statistically significant difference among three groups of authors When the analysis results taken into consideration, it is seen that all the groups have some common epistemic adverbial boosters. To expand on, the most used adverbial boosters in the RAs of Anglophonic authors are 'highly, particularly, and especially', respectively; 23, 21, 20. Despite the fact that adverbial booster 'highly' is at the first rank, the others are very close to it in frequency. On the other hand, there existed a high many of adverbial boosters which were used only once. They are: comprehensively, forcefully, fundamentally, powerfully, prominently, radically, great, notably, truly and uniquely. As for Japanese authors, 'especially, (un)clearly, and indeed are the most used ones, respectively 30, 23, and 20. The least used adverbial boosters of Japanese authors are 'definitely, essentially, strikingly, uniquely, and truly. The results of Turkish authors are similar to Japanese authors'. Turkish author used 'especially' 20 times and placed it to the first rank, then '(un)clearly', 19 time, and 'particularly', 13 times, come after. 'apparently, obviously, consistently, constantly, fully, indeed, in fact, necessarily and truly' are the least used adverbial boosters with only one use. When examined overall, it seems that the epistemic adverb 'especially' existed as one of the most used adverbial boosters in all author groups. Another similarity exists between Japanese and Turkish authors in terms of frequency of (un)clearly, which both author groups placed it in their RAs as one of the most used ones.
Booster Word Variety Frequency
Hitherto, total booster frequency, categorical booster frequency, and most and least used boosters for each author group were provided. Under that subtitle, lexical booster word frequency are shown. For example, the question of 'how many kinds of booster words does each group include?' is sought to answer. The table below provides us a general picture. Vol. 5, No. 4; that the least booster word variety is with modality verb boosters (for detail see appendices 2, 3, and 4). The verbal boosters, which are at the second rank in variety, show difference at a small scale. While Japanese authors used twelve kinds of verbal boosters in their RAs, the figure was eleven for Anglophonic authors and eight for Turkish authors. Therefore, in their RAs, Turkish authors are those who used the least kinds of verbs functioning as boosters. By keeping the overlapping possibility of the verbal boosters used in each group of authors in mind, we may say that 31 verbal boosters in total were included in the RAs of all three groups, which placed it penultimate. As regards adjectival boosters, it is, again, seen in the table that Japanese authors are those who included the most kinds of adjectival boosters in their RAs. Japanese authors used 34 kinds of adjectival boosters whereas Anglophonic writers 33 kinds and Turkish authors 24. A similar result as in verbal boosters comes forward: While Japanese are at the first rank in adjectival booster variety, Turkish authors are at the last rank. The last category of boosting was adverbial boosters. Here, Japanese authors leave the first rank to Anglophonic authors; 30 to 33. So, Anglophonic authors contained adverbial lexical boosters more than other two groups. Again, Turkish authors are those who are at the last rank in the number of adverbial booster variety; 24. To talk about totality, Japanese authors used 81 kinds of boosters, which was followed by Anglophonic authors with a minus; 80. However, Turkish authors were at the very rear of both Japanese and Anglophonic authors in terms of lexical boosting variety; 60.
Discussion
Through the present study it was aimed to detect similarities and differences among Anglophonic, Japanese and Turkish authors in terms of employing boosting devices in their research articles. To able to reach the research aims, research questions were struggled to be answered through statistical analyses and literature scanning.
RQ 1. What are the most common certainty markers that the three groups of writers, namely Turkish, Japanese, and Anglophonic, employed in their writings?
The results showed that all author types proved some similarities as well as differences in terms of their booster preferences. For example, while Anglophonic authors used 'need to', Turkish and Japanese authors used 'will' in the modal auxiliaries category. As regards verbal boosters, we see that Anglophonic authors used 'show' as much three times more than any other verbal boosters. However the case for Japanese authors was not the same. For them, 'show' was the second highest verbal booster after 'find'. Japanese authors employed 'find' functioning as verbal booster in their RAs slightly over than 'show'. In line with Anglophonic authors, Turkish authors used the verbal booster of 'show' at the first rank; it was not as many as in Anglophonic authors' RAs, though. Epistemic adjective '(un)clear', which was considered as an adjectival booster, was employed by Anglophonic authors at most. Yet, that preference was not of choice by Japanese and Turkish authors. They used the adjectival booster of 'successful'. The remarkable thing was that Japanese authors used the adjectival booster of 'successful' two times more than Turkish authors. Concerning the last categorization of boosters in the present study, adverbial booster, a similar picture with adjectival booster comes up. While Anglophonic authors place the adverbial booster of 'highly' onto the first rank, 'especially' was the adverbial booster mostly preferred by Japanese and Turkish authors.
All the differences in frequency between the authors in terms of using boosters prove that nationality can play a role in lexical choice. More, it may be because a nation may have a more considerable inclination over a certain word in expressing the thoughts while another nation focuses on a different specific word, which all the selected words convey similar meanings. Therefore, the way the same information is disposed may be transmitted through different words based on the nationality of the author.
RQ 2. Are there any statistically significant differences between Anglophonic, Japanese and Turkish authors in terms of booster productivity and booster variety?
conclusions. Right here, the importance of culture must be kept in mind because culture has a crucial role in interactional discoursal elements, which boosting is one of. states the importance of culture in interactions: "metadiscoursal devices display significant conventional channels of encoding meaning that guide and provide a clearer interpretive situation, representing how authors and audiences interact with each other and involving a culture of communication in their own genre through texts (p. 156)". Some other studies corroborate the results of present study by concluding that native speakers of English use boosting devices more than non-native speakers of English. One example of it belongs to Vassivela (2001) who discovered that Bulgarian English authors employ boosting devices more than native writers of English, especially in discussion parts of their writings, which is a study that did not concur with Hinkel (1997) who found that native speaker and non-native speaker did not differ significantly in the use of discourse particles. Another study, (Yazdani, Sharifi, & Elyassi, 2014) which is not in line with either Vassivela's or ours but Hinkel's, put forth that American and Persian news articles produced the same assertions and certainty markers with one another, which again proves that the reason is not with L1 and L2 difference but possibly with cultural factors.
The second issue worked out under research question two is the categorical, namely; modal, verbal, adjectival and adverbial, boosting frequency of authors. The findings obviously showed that Anglophonic authors are ahead of Japanese and Turkish authors in modal and verbal boosters whereas Japanese authors are far ahead of Anglophonic and Turkish authors in adjectival and adverbial boosters. It is clearly understood that Turkish author are at the very rear of Anglophonic and Japanese authors in all boosting categorizations. The results are corroborated by the study (Yağız & Demir, 2014) conducted to investigate hedging tendencies of Turkish authors when compared to native speakers of English. The authors concluded that Turkish authors use tentative language and avoid commitment and boosting when the frequencies of adjectival, adverbial and verbal hedges are taken into consideration.
non-native writers' lexical diversity as well as productivity as seen in the present study apropos Turkish authors. What is conspicuous is that Japanese authors are non-native speakers of English, though they have a high lexical variety degree. Some studies in Linguistics indicate that productivity, in relation to lexical variety, degree in productions of speakers is not only a matter of personality but is also a result affected by linguistic and cultural conventions (Lehtonen & Sajavaara, 1985) . Lexical diversity was studied under many guises in association with lexical productivity, and through them we know that lexical diversity, in both oral speech and writing, shows diversifications based on age, L2 proficiency, L1-L2 proximity, and L1 background (Laufer, 1994) , multiple cognitive, stylistic, situational and textual constraints (Dewaele, 1993) , and FL or L2 learning contexts (Meare, Lightbrown, & Halter, 1997) . Therefore, to explain linguistically there are a lot of conventions that might affect the high lexical variety of Japanese author when compared to Turkish authors. The findings of the present study echo McCrostie's study (McCrostie, 2005 ) who compared Japanese academic writers with Anglophonic writers in terms of word frequency. He found that no statistically significant difference exist between Anglophonic and Japanese academic writers from word frequency aspect.
RQ 3. How can the results be explained by taking the cultural factors into consideration?
It is possible authorial stance change from a community to another. While some prefer to be more concise, direct and certain, the others may prefer to be indirect and tentative. A study conducted by Hinkel (1997) discovered that eastern communities such as; Chinese, Korean, Japanese, and Indonesian, mostly appears vague and indirect when compared to native speakers of American English while we found that the case is not as in Hinkel's regarding Japanese authors. On contrary to the general belief that eastern communities avoid assertive statements, the present study found that Japanese authors are not in that circle. That could be because other researches studied hedging but not boosting devices. It is possible for an author to be both assertive and tentative in his/her research writings. Summarily, our research did not prove the common belief regarding Japanese authors. As regards the importance of culture on using more boosters, hence be more assertive, Thomas (1984) , in his research on cross-cultural discourse, argues over-assertive talking reasons of non-native speakers of English, and links one of the reasons to pragmatic style and cultural background.
The results provided some insight germane to assertive style of Anglophonic authors. The assertive discourse of Anglophonic writers may partly stem from their confidence as being native speakers of English; the language of the RAs because the proficiency in a given language has an effect of certainty on discourses of producers. Boenisch (2008) accentuates the affiliation between proficiency of language and assertiveness in discourses. Therefore, the assertiveness of Anglophonic authors may not be because they culturally have a style of assertive writing but because they are competent in language, hence feel more assured while expressing their thoughts or making their claims. Different from Boenisch, Wu and Rubin (2000) associated differences of writing features with certain cultural writing conventions; though they, like Boenisch, drew attention to the relation between assertive discourse of essays and writers' linguistic confidence. For them, linguistic insecurity might mitigate the statements.
It is a well-known fact that Turkey is under the influence of west ranging from lifestyle to English spreading. However metadiscoursal features of a community do not change easily at all. For example, Uysal (2012) found that Turkish essays include assertive markers and overstatement in large numbers while in the present study we discovered that essays written in English by Turkish authors do not include boosters as many as Anglophonic authors. High assertive markers in Turkish written essays and low assertive markers in English written essays, as has been noted before, may be concerning with linguistic insecurity. Therefore, that Turkish authors employ less assertive markers in the present study cannot be a certain base to able to claim that Turkish authors are culturally less assertive than their Anglophonic and Japanese counterparts. Through the present study we discovered that cultural effect on boosting is only one part in variations, hence the issue of boosting should be thought in a multidimensional way.
Conclusion
To able to detect authorial stance, the present study investigated the similarities and differences of three types of authors, Anglophonic, Japanese, and Turkish in terms of using boosting devices. Overall, the results did not give any differences between Anglophonic and Japanese authors, but Turkish-Anglophonic and Turkish-Japanese. Concisely, Turkish authors did not use as many boosters as their Anglophonic and Japanese counterparts. However, together with study results, it is almost impossible to attribute to a nation with a certain type of discourse way. More precisely, it will be too assertive to claim that Anglophonic and Japanese authors are more direct in their RAs and are committed to their stance when compared to Turkish authors. The results of the present study put forth that Japanese and Anglophonic authors use boosting devices at similar scale, though there are categorical differences, while Turkish authors' discoursal styles include to be more tentative and less assertive. Anglophonic authors use an assertive language in their writings but we are still not convinced whether it is because they culturally have a style of assertive writing or they are competent in language; because some studies in the literature establish a connection between proficiency in language and assertive writing. Furthermore, it will be too assertive to generalize the results of present study to all other discursive areas of the authors. Possibly, there can be some cross-linguistic or cross-disciplinary differences. The present study gleaned a corpora of ELT RAs to study, which means that the results can be different in other scientific fields. To state profoundly, the results regarding boosting can change if you change the corpora that the data was collected from. What is the claim to be said specifically is that the corpora of ELT did not show any difference between Japanese and Anglophonic authors, and placed Turkish authors to the last rank in using boosters. However, the results may be different if a researcher decide to study on fields other than ELT, or if a researcher conduct a cross-disciplinary research on boosting. Moreover, Turkish authors may be more assertive in L1 than in L2. The situation is the same for Japanese authors. Anglophonic authors were thought as a whole nation in the present study yet there could be some specific personality and characteristic differences between English speaking countries. Therefore, it could be gained more exact results in regard to Anglophonic authors if the corpora gleaned for Anglophonic authors are composed of a certain English speaking nation (i.e. only from U.S.A, UK, or New Zealand etc.). Boosting is an issue gaining importance in the last decades, especially for a better academic writing and to have a persuasive language to readers. Therefore, further studies keeping all these additions and handicaps in consideration may add to the literature in terms of discovering authorial stances of Anglophonic, Japanese and Turkish authors. 
